This 'writing-story' explores how reflexive and embedded methodologies may be conducive to the adoption of creative forms of expressing knowledge gained through research experiences. A sample of my attempt to break some of the traditional boundaries of the academic prose is provided; firstly, through the discussion of the centrality of reflexivity to the development of my attempt to provide an intersubjective narrative of my study. Secondly, by showing the style of narrative I chose to use in my research reporting, one which involved the use of photographs to create ambience and stimulate the readers' engagement with the context of my research.
INTRODUCTION
At the beginning of 2006 I arrived in New Zealand to undertake my doctoral studies. Conflicts in outdoor environments was my main research interest during the first stages of my research efforts. As a rock climber and tramper 1 , I was interested in how different people engaged with the natural environment and why conflicts sometimes occurred in a recreational space that I considered so pristine and therefore not suited for such negative interactions. Gradually I became more familiar with the issues surrounding recreation conflict in New Zealand and was introduced to the idea of conflict between trampers and hunters in the backcountry. As a foreigner to New Zealand, coming from a large and chaotic industrial city in a developing country, hunting was not a familiar, or totally acceptable, pastime to me. However, possibly due to my acknowledged ignorance of the practice, and to the prominent status of recreational hunting in southern New Zealand, I became inquisitive and was genuinely open to learning more about the activity.
The alleged conflict between hunters and trampers became my research topic and, following a thorough review of the recreation conflict literature, I designed my research to measure and identify the reasons for conflict on Stewart Island, a remote island south of the South Island of New Zealand, and more specifically inside the limits of Rakiura National Park, which comprises 85% of the island.
The location was selected in light of a management review process taking place during that period; I was expecting to contribute to the management of a National Park, a recurrent aim of recreational conflict studies (e.g. Manning & Valliere, 2001 ).
In questionnaire surveys during my visits to Stewart Island). It was not until my first long visit to the trails of the island (a 24-day trip fully immersed in the tramping tracks of the National Park, mostly on my own) that I realised that the quantitative data collection that I had chosen to employ was not appropriate to unveil some of the issues that I was increasingly becoming bewildered by. The conflict that had been described to me by park managers and reports was not so clear anymore, and other more significant issues were arising. Why was I not being able to perceive the often mentioned conflicts if I was so immersed in both activities there? And why, at the same time, were trampers' experiences and conversations so different from the hunters'?
I returned from this experience with more questions than answers. Being fully aware of the recreation conflict literature, I was intrigued by why this literature was not helping me understand what was happening on Stewart Island, beyond the alleged conflict. I then began to look for other possible avenues, and environmental philosophy showed me that there were other ways, or lenses, through which to approach the issue. These philosophical lenses seemed more appropriate to use to engage with what I was investigating than the management-focused literature that dominates the academic discourse on recreation conflict studies. From this moment I decided that it was necessary to take a different methodological approach and I chose a reflexive, embedded engagement using a critical interpretativist perspective (Davies & Harre, 1990; Hoskins, 2000; Jamal & Hollinshead, 2001 ). This is not to say that philosophical questions or approaches to research can or should be analysed, or undertaken, using only reflexive and interpretativist perspectives. However, in engaging with these sorts of questions and in embracing philosophical approaches to my study of hunters and trampers on Stewart Island, I was able to open a world of possibilities that, up until that point, had been suppressed by the more traditional ways of doing research into outdoor recreation conflict (e.g. Confer, Thapa, & Mendelsohn, 2005) . Breaking with the traditional perspectives presented/discussed in recreation conflict studies by not only acknowledging the importance of environmental philosophies to the analysis of the phenomenon but in fact including them in my discussions, was a first step towards escaping the structure and the dominant scientific narrative of this literature.
My personal aim with this paper then is to share with other researchers, from different disciplines or from post-disciplinary backgrounds, how my journey into the hunting 'enclaves' of Stewart Island, into the tramping tourists' space, into my doctoral research, and into the environmental philosophy literature made me re-assess my methodological choices and provided me the opportunity to include emotions in my academic writing. In order to do that, however, I will focus my discussion here more on how a reflexive and embedded methodology can be conducive to creative approaches to research, and less on how my journey actually occurred. I will, therefore, limit the inclusion of 'research findings' that relate to hunters' and trampers' experiences on the island, or how I have argued in my thesis that the philosophical positions regarding the natural environment adopted by these recreationists and tourists greatly influence their experiences on the island. I will highlight instead a sample of my attempt to break some of the traditional boundaries of academic prose; firstly, through the discussion of the centrality of reflexivity to the development of my attempt to provide an what is being studied. Such a requirement reveals a process of co-construction (Denzin, 1997) . It is hence not a solitary contemplation of previous research situations, or a monological reflection, but a dialogical activity that "we make […] happen in the instance" (Stronach et al., 2007, p. 196 and being 'attacked' by a more experienced peer, I felt vulnerable but at the same time reassured that some of the issues I was dealing with were extremely contentious, personal and therefore indeed contradictory. Discussing with him, afterwards, made it even clearer for me that the conservation discourse that is enmeshed in the hunting performance in New Zealand is exceptionally powerful, and significant, not only for academic discussion, but, more importantly, for individuals. This discourse does indeed position animals as more or less worth of care and, as I consequence, as more or less worth for hunting, the point I was trying to make in the mentioned presentation. What I had not fully realised then was that these discourses were inseparable, and inseparable also from the broader New
Zealand 'bush culture' (Ross, 2008 ), a conclusion I was only able to make after my interaction with this academic/hunter. This event changed the way I approached my discussions and made me dedicate a lot of my time reading and writing about New Zealand's conservation history and discourse. My point here, therefore, is that events like this one need to be acknowledged and included as part of the research, part of the 'field experiences' even though they might take place months after being in the research's selected 'field' location. They not only contribute to co-constructing meanings but also to making one aware of one's constant engagement with, and presence in the research.
During this research endeavour, although I was researching hunters and trampers on Stewart Island, I obviously was never able to strip myself from my 'tramper self', my 'woman self', my 'Brazilian self' or even my 'researcher self'. These are all part of who I am, and how I see the world, my research and its participants is modulated by the meanings carried by these physical/social/emotional/political signifiers (Hoskins, 2000; Lyle, 2009) . Maybe more important than that, while I was on the island I was always tramping and therefore I was drifting between social spaces, at once critically aware of my own position as a researcher, but in some ways part of the 'researched' space by being in fact, and in addition, a tramper. A tramper who was researching trampers while, at the same time, tramping. Simultaneously, an international visitor and a woman researching local hunters and their engagements with tourist trampers. This ever ambivalent position created a tension within myself that led to the realisation that I could never be an 'impartial' researcher, 'detached' from the research and the researched. I was as much part of the process as the people whom I met on the island, and therefore it was crucial that I engaged fully with a reflexive methodology in order to gain a better understanding of the subjects of my work, including of my own subject position within the research context (Hoskins, 2000) . More importantly, I became aware that my position could never be one of 'presenting research findings' that were 'extracted' from interviews or whatever other methods. I was just presenting one interpretation of the story I shared with others and that others shared with me, however theoretically informed and rigorous my interpretation and presentation were. As Connelly and Clandinin (1990, p. 2) This experience, and this position, made me more aware, therefore, of some of the issues trampers from different parts of the world might be raising when meeting a 'horde' of hunters in the Stewart Island bush. Some people coming from large cities in the United States, or from Iran, or from South Africa, to mention some of the nationalities I met on the island, were 'understandably' uncomfortable to be sharing a small hut with armed men who were drinking considerable amounts of alcohol in the evenings. Would such an issue be raised or explored, were I not a Brazilian female who, myself, felt the discomfort? If so, would the approach be the same?
Also, such a reflexive engagement with the research inevitably led to an embedded position.
By embedded I mean the act of getting involved and immersing yourself in a culture in order to make sense of it. This embeddedness necessarily involves an understanding of the research as a constructed act of exchange between the researcher and 'Others'. I started to understand my role as one of being just another participant in the research act, one who performs in an "intersubjective process of ongoing negotiation" to interpret the contexts and cultures (Hoskins, 2000, p. 48) . Therefore, in my writing I was always explicitly present, telling the stories as I experienced them, not so much as they were told to me. Reis, 2010, p. 215) A complementary characteristic of the intersubjective nature of my methodology was grounded on the premise that my own subjectivity, or my own subject position, expressed through my narrative, develops in and through intersubjectivity. As Crossley (2005) rightly remarks, in this process of subjectivity development, intersubjectivity also is affected and reshaped. In this sense, the reading of my research writings (thesis, papers, etc.) by other 'Others' contributes to this interminable process of co-creation (Richardson, 1995) . Hence, the choice of a reflexive methodology, which espouses that understanding and meaning emerge in the making, is complemented by an understanding of an intersubjective self and the presentation of an intersubjective narrative, however much it may appear to privilege my own various voices.
BRINGING MY CREATIVE SELF TO THE FORE
After realising that I needed to go beyond descriptions of 'facts' in order to legitimately engage with my research and the people who were part of my research endeavours, I decided that I had to try my best to follow Ellis' (1997, p. 117 ) inspiring comment that we should "add blood and tissue to the abstract bones of theoretical discourse." Following her account of autoethnographic contributions to social science research, I started to believe that a co-constructed narrative inevitably will be as much about the writer's experience as it will be about the Others'. Although I did not engage in an autoethnographic exercise in this project, I nonetheless tried to bring myself to the centre (and continue to do so), and, in a sense, attempted to tell "a personal, evocative story to provoke others' stories" (Ellis, 1997, p. 117 ). Personal, not because it is about me only, but because I engage with it in the first person and present it as, in the end of my process, I could finally perceive it. As Richardson (1992, p. 136) phrases it, "in writing the Other, we can (re)write the Self," and this is what happened when I first wrote down this material, and continues to happen every time I re-write it.
On the other hand, as Connolly (2007) argues, layering the different narratives -the ones from the researcher and the ones from the 'Others' -is essential to this type of text, one which hopes to be rigorous, meaningful and significant at the same time. Therefore, the dialogue must be as explicit as one can make it, clear both to the researcher and to the reader. The use of quotations from people with whom I had conversations, for instance, was a method I chose in an attempt to bring other voices to the conversation and not to 'pretend' that these are their responses to my theoretical questionings. Richardson (1992, p. 131 ) has warned us that "no matter how we stage the text, we -the authors -are doing the staging. As we speak about the people we study, we also speak for them." I am aware, therefore, that in choosing which parts of their narratives I present, I am also choosing which parts of the story are going to be told. Certainly, they were the ones I considered the most relevant ones, but were not necessarily the ones that were 'meant' to be told. Such a process is an inherent risk in any qualitative research where the researcher is the one interpreting the material 'narrated' to her/him and presenting it to the reader. The difference lies in how the researcher chooses to engage in and acknowledge this process (Hoskins, 2000) . Somers (1994) refers to this story as an ontological narrative, reflecting as it does, the ontological position of the writer. Although I did not use formal linguistic tools to analyse the Others' accounts, I critically engaged with their narratives and situated these within relevant theory. The co-constructed meanings will be further developed as the reader constructs her/his own understandings of the text, in an equally intersubjective way. My narrative was (and continues to be) multivocal, influenced by all my 'Selves' and by all the 'Others' who engaged in the project (Lyle, 2009 ).
Moreover, in writing about writing, or writing-stories (Richardson, 1995) , as I do here now, I
am dialoguing also with others who struggle, as I do, to write rigorous, 'academe-appropriate' accounts of our research endeavours, about the knowledge we gain with the experience of 'looking into' someone else's experiences, or what we customarily call our 'research findings', and also, and more particularly, about the knowledge that we gain with the experience of looking into our own experiences [of the research]. This 'collection' of knowledge is our contribution to academic, intellectual thinking and should be regarded as genuine and as important as any other scientific account of research (Holt, 2003) .
Here and then, my multivocality is/was greatly influenced by Ellis (1995; and her powerful autoethnographic accounts, and also by Brearley (2000) and her creative ways of expressing how she perceives the Others' voice, and by Richardson (1992; 1993; with Lockridge, 1991) Although the photographs were taken by friends or by me while I was on Stewart Island, and were deliberately chosen with possible reactions in mind, my wish was that readers should engage freely with them and create their own meanings, significances and interpretations that will, nonetheless, influence their analysis of the material being presented. In Holm's (2008, p. 326 ) words, "not only are the producer's intentions for a photograph important, but also the photograph invites many ways of seeing it because viewers see the photograph in relation to themselves." It was therefore my intention not only to bring myself to the text, but to bring the reader as well, further contributing to a co-constructed, intersubjective set of interpretations.
There was also a careful placement of words within/over images, as aesthetic meanings were underlying the rationale for providing the affective context. Such a preoccupation is involved in any kind of writing, particularly writings that intend to convey more than what the words are saying, but also in academic writing with all its codes, terms and norms (Richardson, 1995) . These are, in one way or another, aesthetic concerns and I too strived to achieve a certain aesthetic in my 'pictorial' writing. faster in a display of competency. My argument was that the 'tourism product' Nature, in the guise of an 'extreme tramping experience', was overly commodified and that the experience of this product had to be the same, for all, in search for a consensus. The tourist space there is produced by Others (e.g. tourism service providers, national/local tourism agencies, etc.) but the adherence to the consensus that forms such a space is almost unconsciously performed. In order to competently finish the 'extreme tramping experience', one needs to do it within the set standards, or in this case, the times previously 'stipulated' by DOC. What is interesting to note here is that the photograph depicted in Figure 6 , as with all the others, was taken during one of my visits to the island, and therefore at least several months before I even considered including photographs into my thesis. However, it is symbolic that, in one way or another, the 'time' was also important to me. It was affecting me in such a way that I, too, was taking note of how long it would take to get to the next hut. When looking at the photograph later on, after comprehensively thinking through the issues of time-keeping and how commodified the tramping experience was being performed on Stewart Island, I was made aware, probably once again but in a more vivid way, of my own position in the 'race'. Quotes were used in conjunction with these photographs also, but they were not overlaid; rather, they were placed in proximity to the images with the clear purpose (although unstated) of 'voice'. Whether the reader engages with them the way I hoped they would, as tentatively described above, if they create their own 'reading' of my intentions, or if they disregard the images altogether, is not important. What is crucial to me, as the narrator of the story, and to the piece of research I am sharing, is that the option to engage with the material presented is available to the reader for inspection and affection. The way the reader chooses to engage with the text, even if s/he dislikes and rejects the approach, will provoke other stories, will incite other meanings to be constructed, and will allow the study to be further developed, by me or by others.
FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
Social science research has been using reflexive and creative methodologies for some years now, but tourism studies has only recently included such an approach in the theoretical discussions of the field (Hall, 2004) . Hence my intention was to "reframe the narrative voice" of academe "in ways that open up social science discourse," in this case tourism and recreation research, "to a larger and more varied audience, that make social science more useful, that allows for the silenced voices of others and the silenced parts of ourselves to speak themselves" (Ellis, 1997, p. 134) . My quest for a more useful social science was echoed in my choosing a non-traditional and non-linear way of approaching 'data' and 'findings', engaging with my research and my writing in an emotional way.
As Lash (2003) points out, reflexivity presumes non-linearity as it involves de-stabilisation and disequilibrium. Therefore a linear argument could not appropriately portray the ongoing process of destabilisation and re-construction. Moreover, research must be accessible as well as rigorous.
Following Richardson (2004) , to be accessible contemporary research should engage the reader using Brearley, 2008b, p. 14) .
As Polkinghorne (1997) argues, the formats in which we report our research are not neutral and thus reflect our epistemological stances. In the case of my doctoral dissertation, a 'traditional' form of presentation would mask my own journey through this research, my contributions to the experiences, and my way of understanding them. The 'messiness' of the material I wish to present required, at least for me to be able to make sense of it, a rejection of linearity and an embracing of the idea that our thoughts, feelings and perceptions are formed in a circular process of ongoing negotiation and interpretation (Ronai, 1992) . As Hoskins (2000, p. 56 ) has argued, "how the researcher's subjectivity becomes part of the inquiry opens the way for creative ways of writing research. One way to explicitly acknowledge researcher subjectivity is to integrate the voice of the researcher into the research text"; my use of photographs was my way of making my own subjectivity part of the inquiry, of integrating my and others' voices into the research text, and thus hopefully providing a creative reading experience for the reader as much as it did for me.
